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Executive Summary

The information contained in this summary highlights findiinge a survey of residenlizing in the state

of Washingtoras partot he pr oj Aener e ctaiots!| &l I @l i fe Values: Unde
Values toward Wildfe as a Key to Meeting Curreand Future Wildlife Management Challenges T hi s
multi-state project sought txpglore the values, attitudes, and beliefs of residents across the U.S. in relation

to fish and wildlife management. Such information can help agency deaisikers to understand more

about t dimtereptinbidhiand @vildlifeelated issueand thei perspective®n management of the
stateds fish and wildlife.

Specific findings from this report include:

1 Intotal, Washingtorreceived2755responses to the survey. Of those resporzddgiwere from
mail surveys (15.4%esponse rate) argftlwere from wekbased panels.

1 The breakown of wildlife value orientation your state is as follows

o Traditionalst: 28%
0 Mutualist: 38%
0 Pluralist: 19%
o Distanced: 14%

1 Nearly60% of respondents reported feeling that they share many of the shras ag/our state
fish and wildlife agencyegarding the management of fish and wildlife

1 Survey respondents held the following beliefs about fundingdor statdish and wildlife
agency

0 9% view current funding as primarily coming from huntiagdfishing licensesales.

A 15% of respondentbelieve this should be the funding model usethe future
0 83% view current funding asoming froma mix ofhunting andfishing licensesales and

public taxdollars.

A 74% of respondentbelieve this should be tHanding model useth the future
0 8% view current funding as primarily coming from public @ollars.

A 10% of respondentbelieve this should be the funding model usethe future

1 A majority of respondent61%) expressed trust in your agency to dcanvs right for fish and
wildlife in the state.

Additional information on each of these findings and moaa be found within this repoiDetailed
frequencies for each survey item by wildlife value orientaomnrent participation in hunting and fiskin
during the 12 months prior to respondents taking the suarelygeographgre also included in the
report.Information about the comparison of your state to other saagnformation about trends in your
statecan be foundeparatelyn theMultistate Report on Wildlife Values in Amerjcaadeavailable
October 2018

1 For definitions of these terms, see page 1 of the attached report.
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Wildlife Value Orientations

Wildlife value orientations e pr esent the different overarching th
about wildlife, and canbeusedo i dent i fy di f f(Brigheebhd., 2000)\Cpagastérizingf p e oy
segments of the public in this manner allows for a better understanding of the diversity of publics that

exists as well as anticipation of how different groups of people will respond to proposed management
strategies and programs.

These orientation tygeare calculated based on responses to a variety of survey items that represent four
belief dimensios: (1) ®cial affiliationand (2) caring, which form the mutualism orientation, and (3)
hunting and (4) use of wildlife, which form the domination origatatMeans fomll items withinthe

mutualist and domination orientation are computed and respondestganented into one of four value
orientation types by comparing their scores on dominatiad mutualism simultaneouslyigh scores

were defined a®4.50whereas low was defined by a scorec@f.50. For more information on the

calculation of wildlife value orientationsee Teel & Manfredo (2®).

When applied to people as a classification,

Traditionalist s;

9 Score high on the domination orietid@ and low on the mutualism orientation
1 Believe wildlife should be used and managed for human benefit

M utualists:

9 Score high on the mutualism orientatienmd low on the domination orientation
9 Believe wildlife are part of our social network and thatshieuld live in harmony

Pluralists:

9 Score high on both the domination and mutualism orientations
1 Prioritize these values differently depending on the specific context

Distancedindividuals:

i Score low on both the domination and mutualism orientations
9 Often believe that wildlifeelated issues are less salient to them

Below is a detailed account of wildlife value orientation types in your state using our measurements
(available in Appendix B to this report].hroughout this report, responsestiitional items such as
attitudes, trust, and participation in wildlifelated recreatiowill be exploredoyy o u r  ecutreatt e 6 s
wildlife value orientation typew give you a feel for how these value types differ in their views on fish
and wildlife managen.?

We al so measured r espondentsd views on t hr boldmateridlist {eig.pemphbsiziagctte!l e s : 1)
need for physical and economic security) or poaterialist (e.g., emphasizing social affiliation needs) values; 2) the extent to which they
anthropomorphized animals (i.e., attributed human traits to animals3) &nel degree to which they perceived other people in their state as

ascribing to a strict set of social norms (i.e., respect of socially agpedpractices). These data will be explored across states in relation to

wildlife value orientations in our Mtistate Report.



Figure 1: Wildlife value orientations in your state
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Figure 2: Percent of each wildlife value orientation type who are current hunters/anglers
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Figure 3: Wildlife value orientations by gender
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Figure 4: Wildlifevalue orientations by aggroups
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Figure 6: Wildlife value orientations by education
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Figure 7: Wildlife value orientations by geographyd#

a) Traditionalists
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b) Mutualists
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*Franklin andBentoncounties are grouped together for all geographic analysis.
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